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This document includes the prepared remarks of each of the seven
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cluded in this document. To supplement the presentations, we have
appended an extensive bibliography which includes papers referred to by
the participants and most other recent articles concerning human infants'
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Overview

Robert J. Harmon

The interaction between an unfamiliar adult or stranger and an infant has
been studied by researche;s of diverse interest, including those concerned with
early childhood milestones, psychoanalytic theories of fear or anxiety, social
interaction, attachment, and exploration. A great deal of data has been com-
piled about the reactions to these unfamiliar persons who have approached babies

in a variety of ways. This research hasbresulted in some areas of agreement

which can be used to help further discussion of infants' reactions to unfamiliar

adults. For example, there does seem to be a developmentaiishift around 7-9
months of age when infants, at the least, become more cautious in their approach

to strangers. The presence of the mother and even her closeness to the infant

are important in determining the type of reaction seen. The laboratory sit-

uation seems to be more upsetting than the home. Adults seem to be more threat-
ening than childrea. The degree of intrusiveness of the adult also seems to be
important in eliciting a more negative reaction.
In spite of the general agreement about these trends, some -esearchers
have felt that "fear of strangers" has been overemphasized. A general area of
.

concern which we shall discuss today relates to the recent criticism of some

researchers, especially those who have used unfamiliar adults in studies of
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infant exploratiéﬁnor social interaction. This point has been made most force-
fully by Harriet Rheingold and Carol Eckerman who feel that fussing or crying
to a strangef is a rare event and only occurs in unusual circumstances. In
addition, it has been questioned whether what one scores should include all
important behaviors, or only those the investigator may be interested in. For
example, have researchers who are mostly interesteq iﬁ”feat looked at positive
behaviors or onl& negative ones? The emphasis on '"fear'" has also been challenged
and an important point maae that infants often accept strangers and interact
with them.

These criticisms do not mean that '"fear of strangers' is no longer an

important research area. Because investigators have used an unfamiliar

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

adult for different purposes, they have used different contexts and
methodologies and reached different conclusions about infants'

reactions. Dufing this symposium these differences will be explored by the
participants with the aim of discussing what constitutes an appropriate context
and methodology, consistent with one's own research interests and purpose. For
example, the issue of how one scores, whether by discrete behaviors or a rating
scale, may be dependent on what one is interested in studying. Likewise, for
thase who want to study the development of fear, positive responses may be less

relevant to their interest.
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Infante Reactions to Strangers vs. Mothers

Robert P. Klein and Joan T. Durfee

Recent research on fear of strangers in infancy has shown that the

phenomenon is not nearly so universal as once claimed. Not only .do

mé-ty chiildren fail to show fear but those children who do show fear on

one occasion may well not do so on the next. Furthermore, variations
in the charadteristics and actions of the stranger have a large effect
on the incidence of fear reactjions.

These resﬁlts have caused many, researcher= to down play this phenom-
enon and to suggest that it is mostly an artifact of

artifical experimental procedures. The suggestion has been made that

were the child's mother to approach her infant in the same way as some
experimenters do, the cﬁild might show as much fear of his motuer as he
does of the stranger. A few studies have been done which contain data
pertinent to this question, but the results are equivocal. Infants do
indegd approach mothers (and fathers) more quickly than they do strangers
if the adult is passive, but their facial-vocal responses to a passive
stranger are generally neutral to positive. On the other hand when
actively approached infants show clear negative or neutral responses to
strangers and positive responses to their mothers or familiar caregivers.
The data which I will be reporting came from a situationm with several
unique characteristics: 1) the babies were free to move; 2) the pro-
cedure involved first trying to attract the infant rather than quickly
approaching him; and 3) positive and negative behavior were treated

separately.
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The situation was part of a larger study on the social behavior of
12 month old infants. Using it wé observed howtbégies reacted to an
approach by a stranger versus ta the same approach by their own mothers.
It should be noted that Lhe stranger had in fact observed the infant in
his home for approximately four hours during the previous ten days to
two weeks. The approach consisted of three Steps--encouraging the baby
to come over to play with a ball, touching the baby in a playful manner,
and picking him up. These steps were carried out first by the stranger
and immediately thereafter by the mother. The baby's reactions to the

stimulating adult was rated in each step on two scales (based on those

used by Ricciuti): the behavioral reaction and the hedonic reaction.

Within each both the étrongest positive reaction (if any) and the strong~
est negative reaction (if any) were scored. This produced 2x2x6 or 24
scores for each child. Within each ‘step the pos;tive scales were highly
interrelated as were the two negativé scales. Therefore, a single positive,
or approach, score and a single negative, or avoidance score, was cal-
culated for each step.

To test for the differential reaction to mother vs. stranger an
analysis qf variance with two repeated factors was performed on both the
approach and avoidance scores. The two factors were: stimulating‘adult
(stranger vs. mother) and step of the approach (3 levels). There was a
highly significant main effect for the adult factor (p< .01) with both scores;
that is, in each step infants approached their mothers more and avoided
their mothers less than they did the stranger. This was particularly true
for the pick up stép. The direction of this difference is pérticularly
interesting in view of the contention by Eckerman and Rheingold that vocal-

izations and smiles are the infant's way of exploring people; from this
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perspective one might expect that such exploratory responses wduld be
directed more to the novel stranger than to the familiar mother. The
fact that the difference was in the opposite direction is consistent
with the interpretation of greater wariness to the stranger rather than

greater exploration of the stranger.

Although these differences are in the direction of wariness to the
stranger, they are by no means Phe whole story. The results show that
the infants' hesitation regarding Fhe stranger was only relative. First,
we observed a gcod deal 6f‘approach to the stranger. Even in the most

intrusive step, the pick up step, approximately half the infants showed

clear positive behavior to the stranger. 1In the first two steps approx-
imafely three quarters did so. From these result; it can be seen that
Rheingold and Eckerman in their recent critique of research on‘fear of
strangers were quite right to insist upon a description of the positive
behavior that infants show towards strangers. Secondly, infants showed
some avoidance of the mother as well as of the 3tranger. When picked
up by the stranger 40 percent reacted in a negative manner, but when
picked up by their mothers 25 percent reacted negatively. Thus at least
some of the distress shown by infants when being picked up by a stranger
would seem to be due to the fact that this interferes with their ongoing
activity, since being picked up by mother when not requested can also
lead to distress.

Our results, along with those of many others, show that some infants

react with distress when approached by their mothers and by no means all
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infants react with distress when approached by a stranger. The evidence
indicates that fear of strangers defined in terms of distress shown
uniquely to approach by a stranger by virtuaily all infants is not a use-
ful concept; Unfortunately the discussion of distress towards strangers
has far too often been in just such either/or terms. A far moré real-
istic approach is to view‘this reaction in probabilistic terms. Bowlby
suggests in his most recent book that many events have the potential for
eliciting fear in humans. Furghermore, the combination of two or ﬁ;;e
such events increases the likelihqu that fear will be elicited. As an

example, two events which Bowlby suggests have this potential are looming

and exposure to a étranger. A quick approach by a stranger, which seems

particularly effective in eliciting distress, combines both these events.
Bowlby pays particular attention, of course, to the infant's relation -
with his mother. To the extent that he is unsure of her availabilit&,
even otherwise quite minor occurrences, might be frightening. At the
ages at which reaction to strangers has generally been studied, a
plausible hypothesis would be that the infant's attach-

ment to his mother is still in the process of formation and therefore,

the quality of that attachment can vary from day to day.
\

Such variations'would, according to Bowlby, lead ‘to varying responses
in the same infant to approaches by stranger on different days.

If the probability of infant distress to stranger approach can vary
so widely depending on the circumstances of the approach, perhaps it is

not useful to ask whether infants fear strangers per se. This would be

predicted by Werner's approach to mental development which contends that
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the cognitions of infants are wholistic and undifferentiated.

We may-be quite in
error in assuming the infant can abstract out the concept of stranger
from his various experiences with strangers. Being beckoned over to
play with a toy by a stranger is one experience and being approached
quickly by a stranger while seated in a chair some distance from the
mother is quite another. From the infant's point of view there may be
véry little, if anything, in common between these two experigpces.

Boti- the evidence and theoretigal considerations lead to the same
conclusion: approach by'alstranger (or by a parent, for that matter)

is hardly a simple event, Rather, it may be more profitable to view

it as a compound of simpler events to which the infant's behavioral
reactions may be quite complex. Note that I speak of reactions and not
reaction. Most research so far has been assigned an overall score to
each infant, either for each step or for the whole approach. In our
data the negative correlations between the approaéh and avoidance scores
in each step were barely significant, suggesting that these two reactions
may be under the control of different aspects of the situation and,
thus, that it may be unwise to combine them into a single score.

This relates to the problem of how to hzadle an ambivalent reaction.
It seems unlikely that ambivalent reactions will turn out to be a simple,
unitary phenomenon. By keeping track of the underlying components of
the infant's ambivalent reaction we may be ablé to ascertain what

behavioral tendencies are operative. This seems preferable to trying

to force the complex behaviors seen into a single continuum. Thus our
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viéw is similar to that of Bretherton and Ainsworth who have tried to
go beyond simplistic notions of the basic phenomena and simplistic

approaches to ascertaining their determinants.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

<o
L)
<o
s

oy




Implications of Various !icthods of Scoring Infants'
Reactions to Unfamiliar Adults*
George A. Morgan and Claire A. Bennett
\

In recent years it has beccme iﬁcreasingly apparent that the reactions of
an infant to an unfamiliar adult are complex and variable. Any given baby is
likely to show a variety of both affectively positive and negative behaviors,
and tﬁe reaction may change markedly as the situation changes. Given the c.m-
plexity of these reactions, it is understandable that investigators have used
a variety of scoring systems. We felt that the sometimes divergent results
reported in the literature were at lieast partly due to such differences in

scoring. This hypothesis ied us to thisk about the implications of different

~ ¥

methods of classifying and summarizing infant's reactions to strangers.

several traditional, standardized approach episodes 5§”fuo unfamiliar adults

[ & 3

we

i}

asked how much difference the various criteria used by investigators could
make for inferences about thé incidence of "fear of strangers.'" We also asked
how much difference vaiious methods of summarizing these complex reacgiéns
could make.

-To help illustrate these issues, we will draw on several studies, espe-
cially reanalyses of the data published by Henry Ricciuti and myself. That

study looked at the reactions of 80 four to thirteen month old infants to

in a laboratory. Specific facial expressions, vocalizations and postural

behaviors were recorded every three seconds during the approach episodes.

*We would like to express special appreciation for comments by Robert Klein
and Joseph Campos.

Loty
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Because these data were very detailed, it was possible to look at them several
different ways and, thus, investigate the implications of various methods of
scoring.

Affective classification. One approach which has been used is to classify

infants as, on the one hand, reacting negatively or fearfully and, on the other,
as reacting nonfearfully. This simple dichotomization is useful in illuminating
the influence of the type of scoring. There is considerable agreement that a

baby who fusses or cries is reacting negatively; however, those whose most

. extreme behavior is sober staring, cessation of activity, frowning, gaze aver-

sion, or avoidance appear to have been classified differently from one study
to another. Admittedly, the coding of these latter responses posés probiems
of interpretation, but assuming reasonable <nd reliable céding, there is still
the issue of how they should affectively be classified.

The pefcentage of Morgan & Ricciuti infants classified as reacting neg-
atively to the stranger depends a great deal on the scoring. For example,
if the criterion for classification as negative is??zssing or crying, then, in
our sample of 10- and 12-month infants, only 9 to 32%, depending on the sit-
uation, were negative during the interval in which they were touched by thej
stranger. This criterion is similar to that used by Harriet Rheingold and
Carol Eckerman and the results are similar in the sense that rather small
percentages of infants fusied or cried. Most investigators have also included
postural avoidance as a negative reaction. When we count those infants who
pulled back their body or hand as well as those who fussed and cried, the

percentages of our infants classified as negative jumps to between 53 and 74%

depending on the location of the.baby vis a vis the mother and on the particular

g3
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stranger. 1f, in addition, gaze aversion, frowning, freezing, and sobering
are included, up to 947 of our 10- and 12-month infants would be classified
as negative toward the stranger during the most stressful episode.

This type of scoring, which includes only negative affect, masks the
fact that most of the infants who expressed negative affect also showed positive
behaviors toward .a stranger during some part of the session. Nevertheless,
it seems legitimate that those investigatbrs, whose goal is to study potential
fearfulness, focus on affectively negative behaviors; Likewise, those who are
primarily interested in exploration of the unfamiliar person may focus on
behaviors such as smiles, looks at, or approaches. However, we agree with
Hildy Ross that a full understanding of how infants react to strangers will

require that we look at positive as well as negative reactions. In any case,

“winvestigators should make clear what their focus is and what types of behaviors

were recorded.

As implied above, the experimental situation or context influences the
infant's reaction; furthermore, the method of scoring and classification may
influence the conclusions one draws about such situational effects. For
example, only 9% of the 10--and 12-month infants fussed or cried when touched
while on mother's lap, but 32% expressed this kind of distress when touched
while separated from mother by a few feet. When infants who avoided the
stranger's touch as well as those who fusied or cried are considered together,
negative affect was expressed by 62% while on the lap, and by approximately
the same per cent (66) while ;way from mother. Thus, distance from mother
seems to have an effect on the percentage of infants classified as negative if
one considers only fussing or crying, but such separation does not seem to

influence the percentage who avoid the stranger's touch. As Hildy Ross pointed
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out, the Morgan and Ricciuti finding of less common negative reactions in a
peek-a-boo type situation needs to be reassessed in light of the above findings. 1
Thére was, of course, little postural avoidance in the peek-a-boo episode be-
cause the stranger did not reach out to touch the baby. Thcre were, however,
more infants smiling and fewer fussing and crying (lOi)_Fhan in the most compar-\
able situation, i.e., the approach and touching episode-sy the m?le experimenter
with the infant separated frim mother.

Most investigators have not been content to use only a dichotomous classi¥ ‘
fication of the reaction. They have weighted and combined the behaviors in
order to form one or more scales of the intensity of the infant's affective
reaction. Because such scales are usually composites, they are removed from
the specific behavior and may obscure some interesting aspects of it. Let us
turn now to several ways in which infants,reactions to strangers are commonly

summarized and to some implications of each method.

Combining behaviors. It has been common to combine the information from

several behaviors with the same presumed direction of affect. That is, postural
avoildance is combined with frowns, fusses and cries to form a single score or
scale of negative affect. Such pooled categories have the advantages of eco-
nomical presentation and perhaps better stability and cfoss-situational pre-
dictability. It should also be pointed out that even responses such as fusses
or smiles are to some extent combinations. Héwever, Hildy Ross, among others
has made a strong case for the completeness and clarity provided by réporging
the relatively specific behaviors. An intermediate position, proposed by

Henry Riccuiti and .used in today's paper by Klein and Durfee, is to combine

t

only those behaviors which seem to be in the same modality or behavioral di-

mension. That is, postural approach~avoidance behaviors form one scalc and
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facial-vocal affect forms another. The usefulness of keeping these aspects of
the reaction separate is indicated by the only moderate correlations we find
between degree of avoidance and degree of facial-vocal distress. Furthermore,
as implied earlier, we saw relatively little fussing or crying. Pulling back
when touched was, in our situation, the main indicator of whether or not an

infant was negative toward a stranger. This fact was not obvious when we com-

bined the several types of negative behaviors into one scale.

Summarizing over time and steps of an approach sequence. It is also com-

mon to derive some sort of composite score for the several steps of a stranger
approach; that is, to summarize over time. This type of score is useful in pro-
viding an overall indication of the reaction and in giving emphasis to repeated
or continuous behaviors. However, it will obscure changes in affect which take
place during the approach. For example, in approximately half our approach
episodes, there were substantial changes in the intensity and/or direction of
affect from the steps in which the stranger was some distance from the infant
to the steps in which he or she was near and touching. Furthermore, the rela-
tively modest correlations between steps indicates that it is hard to predict
an infant's reaction to being touched from his reaction to being talked to from
a disg;nce. Thus, a‘step by step or sequential analysis of the data seems de-
sirable and is now in process.

Summarizing positive and negative affect. It is also usually assumed that

positive and negative behaviors form opposite ends of a single dimension and,
thus, can be combined algebraically to form one scale of affect. However, this
common assumption must be questioned because with both the Klein and Durfee
data and ours there are only modefately negative correlations between separate

scales of positive and negative affect. Furthermore, such scores will conceal

.
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the occurrence of concurrent positive and negative reactions. Although it
was generally uncommon for an infant to show nearly simultaneous indications
of positive and negative behaviors, about one~third of our 10- and 12~-month
old infants did show such apparently mixed affect during the 10-second step
in which the stranger offered his hand and then touched the baby;

For example, some babies pulled back, then moments later touched the
stranger's hand; others reached out then pulled back; and a few alternated
between approach and avoidance. There were also some patterns, such as smiling
while pulling back, where behaviors in different modalities seemed to signal
contrasting affect. 'These examples of concurrent mixed affect plus our finding
(similar to Ruth Solomon-Shaffran's) that most 10- and 12-month infants react
generally negatively to some stranger approaches, but positively to others
seems to indicate that infants view an unfamiliar person both as an interesting,
attractive object to be explored and also as a potentially threatening one to
be avoided. Whatever the explanation for these mixed reactioné, the point we
want to make is that they would be obscured if one obtained only a measure of
the predominate affect.

In conclusion, we have shown that different methods of affective classi-~
fication can lead to quite different conciusions about the frequency of occur-
rence of "fear of strangers." We have also shown that each of the several
methods of summarizing infants' reactions covers up an aspect of these com-
plex behavior patterns. However, for any given study, an investigator will
probably not be concerned with all of these aspects of the infants' reaction
and will decide to report some sort of summary scbre. Nevertheless, we feel

that it is desirable to collect behaviorally specific data. If this is done,
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summary scores can be based on empirical as well as theoretical consider-
4

ations, and the findings can be discussed in behavioral terms.
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Discussant's Comments

Hildy S. Ross

The fundamen;al empirical question with which we are concerned is how
do infants react to strangers. The recent emphasis on affiliative and
exploratory reactions, in addition to fearful ones, has led to efforts to
re-open and investigate this question objectively. It may be possible for
some of us to concentrate on particular subsets of reactions, such as fear
or exploration or affiliation, as both Robert Harmon and Gecrge Morgan
suggéSt} however; our ability to understand each phenomenon requires that
we take full account of the others. Aund then the danger in our concentration
on only one type of response is that the differeﬁt systems of responses may
be studied with such divergent methodologies that integration would become
an impossible task. Thus there is some danger in the "peacemakers'"
suggestion that we each go our own way.

I agree completely with George Morgan's statement that detailed and
behaviorally specific data must be collected. 1I'd extend that and say that
there are very few instances in which it should not be reported as well.

If we want to know how the infant reacts to a ;tranger, we cannot be
satisfied with an answer that indicates "he either fussed or cried or pulled
back his body or hand, averted his gaze, frowned, froze or sobered," each

in some unspecified amount. We must know which responses occurred, how
often, perhaps how long'they lasted or what sequential patterns they assumed.
If we want to know how the strangers' behavior influences the infants'
reactions, we must specify what reactions were affected--gaze aversion or
smiling--sobering or crying--approaching or frowning. Similarly, the
information that infants were more likely to "approach" and less likely to
"avoid" their mothers than a stranger, presented today by Robert Klein, is
difficult to assess given that he did not specify what constituted approach
and avoidance, or furthermore, indicate how much of either category of
reaction was actually observed. His most intriguing finding that a
substantial proportion of infants also avoided their mothers when they were
picked up would be even more interesting if the constituents of avoidanze

were known.
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George Morgan's data also illustrate the potential problems inherent
in presenting summary scores. When the different responses wer.: separated,
he found that pulling back when touched was the chief "negative'" behavior.
This information should be considered in light of the fact that Morgan ani
Ricciuti previously reported that 10- and 12-month-old infants became
increasingly negative as the stranger drew near and touched them. Farther,
the infants' reactions were positive when the stranger didn't touch them
but played peek—a;boo instead. The interpretation of these findings might
now differ, given that the chief indicant of a negative reaction was almost
exclusiyvely appropriate to a situation in which the infant was touched.

The one situation in which a summary score might be appropriate is
when the infants' reactions are used as a test to indicate individual
differences émong infants or to predict future capacities or characteristics.
Recent evidence, however, cautions against the premature derivation of such
scores. Negative reactions are not always stable. The correlations between
positive and negative scores and betwcen apparent indices of fear in different
response systems are low. We are unable to predict the infant's reactions to
being touched by a stranger from his reactions to seeing the same person
across the room moments earlier. Thus empirically validating a test of the
infants' reactions to strangers will not be an easy task.

Finally, I applaud the comparison of the infants' reactions to his
mother with his reactions to strangers. The small differences in the
proportion avoiding the two adults when they were picked up illustrate that
not all negative reactions to a stranger should be attributed to the stranger
per se; any individual acting in the same way might elicit some similar .
reactions. Howéver, labelling the mother as merely a familiar adult may be
a dangerous oversimplification. The mother may be familiar, but she is also
much more than familiar. The long history of mutual interaction, and the
many functions the mother serves make her a highly valued person. To cite
just one further complication, mother-infant familiarity is mutual--therefore
the mother differs from the stranger in that she knows her own infant. Thus,
even when smiling and vocalizing to a stranger are considered exploratory

responses, one would not necessarily predict that-these responses would be
.

less frequently directed toward the mother. Because the mother and stranger
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do not constitute Points on a unitary dimension of novelty and familiarity,
comparisons of the infants' reactions to them may be more valuable for the

similarities, rather than the differences they reveal,

In summary

1. 